WP No. 20035 of 2025

IN THE HIGH COURT OF MADHYA PRADESH
AT JABALPUR

BEFORE

HON’BLE SHRI JUSTICE VIVEK JAIN
ON THE 16™ OF JUNE, 2025

WRIT PETITION NO. 20035 of 2025

AMIT SINGH BAGHEL
Versus
THE STATE OF MADHYA PRADESH AND OTHERS

Appearance:
Shri Rahul Mishra — Advocate for the petitioner.
Shri Yogesh Dhande — Govt. Advocate for the respondents /State.

The present petition has been filed putting to challenge the order
dated 26.05.2025 (Annexure P-8) whereby the services of the petitioner
have been terminated on the ground that he has failed to acquire the
mandatory qualification of CPCT (Computer Proficiency Certification Test)

despite 9 years from entry in service.

2. Learned counsel for the petitioner has vehemently argued that the
petitioner was initially appointed on the post of Assistant Grade —III vide
order (Annexure P-1) dated 21.07.2016 and there was no condition in the
appointment order to obtain CPCT qualification. Therefore, the petitioner
could not have been asked to obtain the CPCT qualification and his
services could not be terminated for want of obtaining CPCT qualification.

On this count, the termination order (Annexure P-8) is assailed.

Signature-Not Verified
|

Signed by: NAVEEN KUMAR

SARATHE

Signing time;, -06-2025

11:06:31



WP No. 20035 of 2025

3. Per contra, learned counsel for the State has vehemently argued that
as per circular (Annexure P-2) dated 01.07.2013 the CPCT qualification is
a mandatory requirement so also by force of subsequent circular dated
18.08.2015. It is therefore argued that the petitioner was under obligation to
acquire CPCT Diploma within three years of entry in service which he

failed to do and therefore, the termination order is fully valid and proper.

4. Upon hearing learned counsel for the parties and perusal of record, it
is seen that petitioner claims exemption from the Computer Proficiency
Test on the ground that he has acquired qualification of B.E. in Computer
Science and Engineering. Therefore, he can be said to have sufficient
proficiency in computer. As per appointment order (Annexure P-1) Clause
10 related to mandatory condition of the employee obtaining typing
examination and one computer certificate course out of the 5 courses as
mentioned in Clause 10 thereof. Clause 10 of appointment order is as

under:-

»10. Faffd RIoAT & WERe Us-3 & U R e 6 T Iad
FHHART B Holo RMFTRAA TT Jaaad I8 I TEaRg- usiem il
B DT gAY uF a1 Fafafad 4 I fedt arar o SR 9 ergex
Tien I<itof AT sifard gem-

(31) ol gRT AT U -Ra fasyfaermerat 9 e

(@). golRl gRT AgdT UTe e o fayfaemerat 9 fewam

). S 3ff 3 T 4 fewiran dad usten

(@). MDY LTSS, GRI UHauiy HIYeR U Td YT
SRR (COPA) THIU U5 |

). AIB UTete e HeTdarad § Are+ by AAeHc Uregsmd |
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I gief 3ngf & o 9y & 3fex Ieilul AT e BRI ST
fgfaa smer FRwa AT SIaT 39 /g AT ¥ W T Serr S
g 781 BN 1"
5. The petitioner can be said to have sufficient computer proficiency
because he has obtained the Degree of Engineering in Computer Science
and Engineering. However, the requirement as per Clause-10 of the
appointment order was twin. Firstly, to obtain typing examination
certificate and to obtain computer qualification. While the petitioner can be
said to have sufficient computer proficiency by obtaining degree in
Engineering in Computer Science but so far as the Hindi typing part is
concerned, qualification in Computer Engineering cannot lead to inference
that the petitioner has qualified Hindi typing as well. This Court has
considered the issue in detail in WP No0.27333/2024 in case of an employee
who succeeded to obtain CPCT qualification but after the time limit of
three years granted by the State and his increments were postponed for that
reason. This Court has held as under:-
“7. It is undisputed that petitioner has been appointed on clerical post
which was earlier known as Lower Division Clerk (LDC) and
subsequently re-designated as Assistant Grade —III (AG-III). For
clerical post Hindi Typing Examination used to be the requisite
qualification but subsequently, the State took note of the fact that in
Government functioning more and more use of computers is taking
place and the person needs to be well versed in computer typing as
well as in operating the computer. For that purpose, the State
Government Department of GAD vide circular dated 01.07.2013 did
away with the requirement of Hindi Typing Examination and in its
place, put in place requirement of computer typing qualification with

30 words per minute speed in Hindi typing from M.PVyavasayik
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Pariksha Mandal. Subsequently vide circular dated 26.02.2015
(Annexure R-1) the said requirement was modified and in place of
computer typing proficiency, the requirement of Computer Proficiency
Certification Test (CPCT) was put in place which is composite test of
computer proficiency and typing. Para-1 of circular (Annexure R-1)

reads as under:-

"G GRINTT Q47T & JNIaT GeiNa GRTA Iaid 01 qeirg
2013, GRT 1631 GEaiaT qiern &1 JfHariar & TH<T #va §u
TeIqRY IagideE GIET HUS & 30 ¥eq Flaride &1 Tia &
FEZCY TG Gelar FH0T U7 @1 Sff7ard 141 747 41l 3%
TITeT &1 GIET G §Y TTTH & & U¥ 3717 TF Hehfie]
[GUFT GRT 1GIIGId PEGERT QT THIUNBRT GUET Computer
Proficiency Certification Test (CPCT) WHITT UF (¥R HIS) &1 H
g a8

8. The certificate of CPCT (Annnexure P-7) also makes it clear that

CPCT certification is having two components 1i.e. computer
proficiency as well as Hindi typing and English typing. The petitioner
vide certificate (Annexure P-7) has qualified computer proficiency and

Hindi typing as well as English typing.

9. This Court posed a query to learned counsel for the petitioner that
whether he is having a separate qualification of Hindi typing, if he
wants that his DCA certificate should be treated to be sufficient. The
learned senior counsel for the petitioner was unable to state that the
petitioner has separately obtained any Hindi typing certificate or

qualification.

10. The petitioner was appointed on compassionate grounds. At the
relevant point of time the compassionate appointment policy of the

State Government dated 29.09.2014 was in place which is still in
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vogue. The petitioner is admittedly was appointed on 29.01.2016
which is after the compassionate policy dated 29.09.2014 and after
issuance of circular (Annexure R-1) dated 26.02.2015. The
compassionate appointment policy dated 29.09.2014 mentions as

under in para-6.5:-
“[QITT ITHIT HIH P AT B TEIEH TS—3 & UG
SFHY] [T & [/l HFYSY [SYTIHT TUT FRISY  STIT
e JHIYT YF UVIET HIe Wl W Gy 19 o 8 3
gy @1 TEY fear orar | T gy o aifed goeny
AT T HYT GV AT FHEART FINT GOETT Il Hvd B
[FFIFTT IR GIRT Y a9 @1 37afer SV §gI8 off dbcl
g/ 37 37af & AT &1 G 4 FIIT dHare IV Jied

TOTT AT T HYd GV TR WIIT GHIT HI ol dhAT]”

11. As per the aforesaid para-6.5, it is clearly provided that for all
dependants of Government servant who are appointed on the post of
Assistant Grade-I11 on compassionate grounds, computer diploma and
computer typing proficiency certificate are essential for which the time
of three years will be given and the said time limit can be extended by
a period of one year by the appointing authority and in default of the
employee acquiring the qualification within four years, then his
services are liable to be terminated. The petitioner admittedly did not
obtain CPCT certification within four years but obtained it more than
six years after his appointment. Therefore, sufficient indulgence has
been given to the petitioner by the State Government by retaining him
in service and granting him repeated opportunity to qualify CPCT

certification. He having been allowed to save his appointment cannot
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now claim increments from the first date of appointment as he did not

have the requisite qualification for the post on that date.”

6. In the present case also, learned counsel for the petitioner was unable
to indicate whether the petitioner has separately obtained any Hindi typing
qualification. If he had qualified CPCT then he would have obtained Hindi
typing qualification also as it is a composite qualification. However, he has

not qualified CPCT nor has qualified any Hindi typing test separately.

7. Faced with this situation, learned counsel for the petitioner was
asked that in terms of judgment of this Court in case of Virat Dev Singh
Vs. State of M.P and Ors. (WP No.16770/2022) whether the petitioner is
willing to get himself considered for Class-IV post having failed to obtain
CPCT qualification or even Hindi Typing examination. The petitioner was
however unwilling for this. Resultantly, finding no merits in the writ

petition, the same fails and is hereby dismissed.

(VIVEK JAIN)
nks JUDGE
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